In the discipline of New Testament studies there are particular reasons for critical vigilance concerning the ways in which historical reconstructions can be shaped by a sense of both religious and ethnic or racial superiority. This risk applies specifically to the contrasting depictions of Judaism and Christianity, and it is notable that, despite the changing phases of scholarship, the tendency to replicate a dichotomy between an ethnically particular Judaism and a universal, open, trans-ethnic Christianity persists. As one facet of a critical consideration of this dichotomy, this essay considers two specific texts that contribute to the ethnicisation of early Christian identity:
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In the discipline of New Testament studies there are particular reasons for critical vigilance: since many scholars in the discipline are Christians, and many work for institutions or faculties with an explicit alignment to some branch of Christianity, there is the perennial risk that the historical study of Christian origins will be skewed by convictions concerning the truth and value of Christianity, even its superiority to other forms of religion. Moreover, since the origins of the modern scholarly discipline lie in Western Europe, and its centres of power remain there and (increasingly) in the USA, there is also the risk -uncomfortable though it may be to acknowledge it -that historical reconstructions may be shaped by a sense of Western European racial, ethnic, or cultural superiority. Nor should it be surprising if religion and race -or, put more critically, a sense of both religious and ethnic or racial superiority -are intertwined, albeit in complex and often unacknowledged ways.
1 Indeed, in a recent issue of Ethnic and Racial Studies focused on religion and racialisation, Nasar Meer argues not only for the importance of recognising this interconnection but also for an integration of 'the contemporary study of antisemitism and Islamophobia squarely within the fields of race and racism'. 2 In the field of New Testament studies it is the depiction of Jews and Judaism in particular 1 Whether it is appropriate to use the term 'race' is contested, and space does not permit a detailed discussion here. In brief, my reasons for retaining the term in scholarly discourse are as follows: (1) 'race' is more or less equivalent to the term 'ethnicity', which came to displace it in the 1950s for particular historical reasons; (2) both terms refer to identities that are constructed rather than objectively or physically 'real'; (3) avoiding the term race makes it too easy to sweep aside questions about the racialising of others and of racism, as if these adhered specifically to a biological theory of race. Social scientists vary in their approach to the two terms, but both continue to be discussed, defined, and (in part) distinguished; see, e.g., Stephen Cornell and Douglas Hartmann, Ethnicity Ethnic and Racial Studies 36 (2013) , 385-98 (386) .
that risks being skewed by these facets of scholarship's location, since unpacking the complexities of Christianity's emergence within a Jewish matrix is one of the central preoccupations of our discipline. But the implications of constructions of this particular and historically tortured relationship may spread more widely.
I raise these broad issues at the outset in order to set a context for the more specific investigations that follow. As part of setting a wider disciplinary context I also want to sketch very briefly the contours of what seems to me a recurring and persistent depiction -namely a dichotomy between an ethnically particular Judaism and a trans-ethnic, inclusive, universal Christianity. Despite criticisms of this dichotomy, and despite changing methods, perspectives, and phases of scholarship, its basic form and prominence seem to endure, up to the present-day. I select just a few landmarks to illustrate my point.
Ferdinand Christian Baur, whose work continues to shape the contours of our discipline, famously interpreted the significance of Christianity in Hegelian terms, as the pivotal step in humanity's historical progress from legalism and servitude towards the true religion of spirit and freedom. For Baur, Paul was especially crucial in this development:
It was he who not only was the first to express explicitly and in definitive form the fundamental distinction between Christian universalism (christlichen Universalismus) and Jewish particularism (jüdischen Particularismus), but also from the beginning made this the task and guiding norm of his apostolic activity… he broke through the bounds (Schranken) of Jesus and Judaism', JJS 37 (1986) , 103-106; Jacob Neusner, 'Mr Sanders' Pharisees and Mine: A Response to E.P. Sanders, Jewish Law from Jesus to the Mishnah', SJT 44 (1991), 73-95 (92-95) ; R. Barry Matlock, 'Almost Cultural Studies?
Reflections on the "New Perspective" on Paul', in J. Cheryl Exum and Stephen D. Moore (eds.), Biblical Studies/Cultural Studies. The Third Sheffield Colloquium (JSOTSup 266; Gender, Culture, Theology 7; Sheffield: SAP, 1998), 433-59 (444-47 marry, and even less about rearing children; his own ascetic preference is simply to avoid marriage altogether (7.7, 27, 38 ). Yet there is at least one brief attempt to establish guidelines for permissible marriage: in a final piece of advice to widows, for whom death has severed the bond of their previous marriage (cf. Rom 7.2), Paul
indicates that a widow is free to marry 'whom she wishes', with the proviso μόνον ἐν κυρίῳ (7.39). While this phrase may be understood in various ways, it seems most plausible -given parallel uses of ἐν κυρίῳ elsewhere in Paul 29 -to take this to mean something like 'within the sphere of belonging to the Lord'; in other words, as most commentators have agreed, both parties to the marriage should be believers in Christ, members of the Christian community. 30 This understanding would seem to be reinforced by 2 Cor 6.14-7.1, with its instruction not to be 'unequally yoked with unbelievers' (6.14, ESV). 31 While this latter text is notoriously enigmatic, and does not directly mention marriage, it is unsurprising that it was taken to express a principle that applied to marriage, reinforcing the norm that marrying a non- 29 The phrase is frequent and used with somewhat diverse senses, but see esp. 1 Cor 11.11; Phil 4.1-2; 1 Thess 3.8; 5.12; Col 3.18; 4.7; Eph 2.21; 5.8; 6.1. This is also one indication that the crucial social boundary is between those who are and are not 'in Christ'; there is no corresponding evidence that such an identity-defining boundary exists between Jewish and Gentile Christians, pace Johnson Hodge, If Sons, 138, 146, et passim. 30 So, e.g., O. Larry Yarbrough, Not Like the Gentiles: Marriage Rules in the Letters of Paul (SBLDS 80; Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1985) Christian was forbidden. 32 In this, Paul and his early Christian interpreters were adapting Jewish custom, which -broadly, and with important variations -prohibited intermarriage, unless the Gentile partner converted.
33
By contrast, Paul's instructions earlier in the chapter to believers married to unbelievers (7.12-16) seem to be concerned not with rules about entering marriage but rather with the situation created within an existing marriage (εἶ τις ἔχει...) by the conversion of one partner. 34 Such instruction may also confront a sense on the part of some of those addressed -perhaps some of the women in particular 35 -that separation from an unbelieving spouse would be the best course of action. 36 Indeed, along with the stern rhetoric of 2 Cor 6.14-7.1, the arguments Paul deploys in the immediately preceding chapter against sex with prostitutes -that sex involves a bodily union incompatible with union with Christ (1 Cor 6.15) -could encourage
and legitimate just such a conviction. 'Permission to Prohibition'. Cohen, however, stresses too far the ambiguities of Paul's various texts on this topic, seeing this (implausibly) as representing Paul's 'permission' for mixed marriages to be undertaken, a permission which is then largely reversed in early Christian teaching, especially by Tertullian and Cyprian. 33 The contrasting positions may be epitomised by Joseph and Asenath on the one hand, which depicts in legendary form the conversion of a previously idolatrous gentile woman to marry a Jewish man, and Jub. 30.7-17 on the other, which develops the view from Ezra/Nehemiah that marrying foreign women is forbidden (Ezra 9-10; Neh 9.2; 10. 30; 13.3, 23-31 The basic shape of the instruction Paul gives concerning these 'mixed marriages' follows that which he gives to married members of the Christian community, and which he directly attributes to 'the Lord' (7.10-11): do not divorce or separate. 38 What has caused much more discussion is the reason he gives to support this teaching in the case of mixed marriages: that the unbelieving spouse is sanctified (ἡγίασται) by their believing partner, and that the children of such a union are holy (ἅγια).
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The 'sanctification' of the unbelieving partner is conveyed by their Christian spouse. Rather than the unbeliever rendering the marital union impure or illicit, the effect is the other way around. 40 Underlying this insistence on the sanctification of the unbelieving partner, however, is a prior and more fundamental conviction about the holiness of the children of such a marriage. 46 The unbelieving partner must in some way be sanctified, 'for otherwise your children would be unclean'; but in reality they are, emphatically, holy: νῦν δὲ ἅγιά ἐστιν. 47 Moreover, if the children of such a marriage are holy, then, a fortiori, those of a marriage between believers are assumed to be so.
It is highly unusual for Paul to devote even this much interest to children, and the passing reference serves only to support his arguments for maintaining existing mixed marriages. Yet his (apparently shared) presumption that the children are holy is of considerable significance. 44 Commentators have long discussed whether Paul's comment in v. 16 is optimistic or pessimistic concerning the unbelieving partner's salvation. It seems best to accept that the questions leave the implied answer open, but hopeful. As J.B. Lightfoot, Notes on Epistles of St Paul from Unpublished Commentaries (London & New York: Macmillan, 1904) (Cambridge: CUP, 1998 58 To some extent this runs counter to a certain Protestant emphasis on the need for each individual to make their own faith-commitment, to have their own conversion experience, but the sociological reality is that children are socialised and enculturated into the religious tradition of their parents. This passage has understandably been a crux for the discussion of infant baptism, despite the fact that it is silent on the issue. Lightfoot (Notes, 226) again notes wisely that the passage 'enunciates the principle which leads to infant baptism, viz., that the child of Christian parents shall be treated as a Christian.' 59 If the vicarious baptism referred to in the notoriously enigmatic 1 Cor 15.29 is undertaken for deceased family members (e.g., parents), who died before converting, as seems likely, then this is evidence of a kind of retrospective incorporation of such family members into the 'people' in Christ, a point I owe to Francis Watson. Cf. also Concannon, When You Were Gentiles, 166-69. 60 Needless to say, this does not mean (as in other groups, ethnic or otherwise) that Christians unanimously accepted or practised this principle, but it does become a prominent influence on subsequent custom. On the differences in practice, see Johnson Hodge, 'Mixed Marriage'. in Col 3.18-4.1 and Eph 5.21-6.9. The direct vocative address to each of the household members -wives, husbands, children, fathers, slaves, masters -presumes an adherence to the Christian faith on the part of all those addressed, not only in the very fact of the direct address but also in the explicitly Christian motivation given for each group's conduct. 61 Thus, children are to obey their parents because this is pleasing ἐν κυρίῳ (Col 3.20, expanded with a scriptural command and promise in Eph 6.1-3). In Ephesians the admonition to fathers is to raise their children ἐν παιδείᾳ καὶ νουθεσίᾳ κυρίου (Eph 6.4). Here in particular, as John Barclay has pointed out, we find a developing sense of the family as the place for 'the Christian socialisation of children' and 'a key site for the practice of a distinctly Christian lifestyle'.
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The household code in 1 Peter takes a distinctive form: only domestic slaves, wives, and husbands are addressed, the last group comparatively briefly. 63 The exhortation to wives shares with 1 Cor 7.12-16 a particular concern with mixed marriages, and also a sense -more developed in 1 Peter -that such marriages are an opportunity for mission and conversion (1 Cor 7.16; 1 Pet 3.1-2). 64 There is none of mixed marriages are of particular concern because in such cases there is a stronger risk that women will suffer hostility and abuse due to their following different religious customs to those of the paterfamilias (cf. 3.6). 66 The concern with suffering is central to 1 Peter as a whole.
Two features of the text are of particular interest: its focus on a 'way of life'
(ἀναστροφή) and the connections drawn between conduct and ancestry. Twice in the opening two verses the wives' manner of living is described as an ἀναστροφή. This term can bear a wide variety of meanings, but in its NT usage (confined to the epistles) it refers consistently to behaviour, conduct or way of life. 67 In the The ἀναστροφή to which the wives are summoned is also linked in a positive way with claims to ancestry. Just as the old, worthless ἀναστροφή was inherited from ancestors (1.18), so the new ἀναστροφή is aligned with an ancestral lineage. In his attempt to legitimate the pattern of conduct demanded of the wives -especially their submission to husbands -the author appeals to 'the holy women of old', particularly to Sarah (3.5-6). These women also submitted to their husbands, the author claims, though the specific assertion that 'Sarah obeyed Abraham, calling him κυρίος' is very 71 Cf. the features of an ethnic group listed by Hutchinson and Smith, 'Introduction', 6-7. As Weber ('Race Relations', 366) remarks, shared language and religious beliefs do not necessarily define 'ethnic' groups, but 'a shared language and, after that, a common pattern of ritual regulation of life, based on shared religious conceptions, everywhere play an exceptionally important part in creating feelings of "ethnic" affinity '. hard to derive from the text of Genesis (cf. Gen 16.2!).
72 Insofar as they do good and fear no terror -that is, follow the central demands of ἡ ἀγαθή ἐν Χριστῷ ἀναστροφή (3.16) -they show themselves to be Sarah's descendants (3.6). The aorist verb ἐγενήθητε may point to the event of conversion and/or of baptism/initiation, but the participial phrase also carries a sense of exhortation and conditionality: identity as Sarah's children is displayed by exhibiting a pattern of behaviour like hers, and, by implication, depends upon continuing to do so. 73 Furthermore, while the specific focus here is clearly upon the wives within the Christian community, the generic designation τέκνα, not θυγατέρες (despite many translations), 74 allows the possibility that all the addressees, insofar as they follow the approved pattern of conduct, may be regarded as Sarah's descendants (cf. Gal 4.26-31). This is particularly so given that the pattern of conduct here demanded of wives is to a considerable degree demanded also of the whole community in 3.13-17; the wives, like the domestic slaves, are in a sense paradigmatic. The conviction exhibited in nuce here -that a form of (ethnic) identity based on ancestry and descent might be determined by patterns of conduct and way of life -is closely paralleled in antiquity, not least in Jewish texts. Isocrates' statement from around 380 BCE famously redefines Hellenicity/Greekness in terms of shared culture rather than shared origin: 'the name "Greek" (τὸ τῶν Ἑλλήνων ὄνομα) seems no longer to connote the race (μηκέτι τοῦ γένους) but the mental attitude (ἀλλὰ τῆς διανοίας), and people are called "Greeks" who share our culture (τῆς παιδεύσεως τῆς ἡμετέρας) rather than our common origin (τῆς κοινῆς φύσεως)' (Isocrates, Panegyricus 50).
76 Denise Eileen McCoskey, for example, sees this as one indication that 'cultural practice gained increasing authority in defining racial categories', though she also notes the 'tensions and uncertainties that continued to accompany this shift, producing enduring concern over the relative roles of essence and practice'. In these sources too there is an unstable combination of blood and practice in defining identity; both remain of significance, though how exactly they relate remains unclear. In the context of the earliest Christian movement, it is understandable that the discourse of ancestry focuses heavily on notions of adoption, practice, and shared faith; but the move we saw already in Paul to define the children of Christians as 'holy' means that blood and flesh can soon enough start to play a part in the conception and transmission of Christianness.
Conclusions and critical reflections 78 The context for these remarks is that of the welcome offered to proselytes ('those who choose to share our ways' [2.209; Barclay's ET]), and as Barclay comments (John M. G. Barclay, Flavius Josephus: Translation and Commentary, Volume 10, Against Apion [Leiden: Brill, 2006] , 291-92 n. 847) 'it is notable that choice is an aspect of affinity supplementary to birth, not its antithesis', a point Barclay sees as indicating that Judaism remains here 'an ethnic tradition' (p. 292), but one which, as he notes elsewhere, proselytes could join so as 'to acquire in effect a new "ethnicity" in kinship and custom'. John M. G. Barclay, Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora from Alexander to Trajan (323 BCE -117 CE) (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1996), 408. can, of course, make only a small contribution to our understanding of the character of emergent Christian identity, and of how it compares with Jewish identities in the period. I have not paid much attention to the broader themes of ancestry and peoplehood, evident, for example, in Paul's insistence that all in Christ are Abraham's seed (Gal 3.29), or in 1 Peter's emphatic declaration that Christians are now a chosen race, a holy nation, God's own people (1 Pet 2.9-10).
79 But by attending to texts which deal with the 'small-scale' contexts of family and household, I have sought to add insights into the development of norms and social practices which contribute crucially to the ethnicisation of Christian identity. In 1 Corinthians 7 we find two particularly significant points: that the norm of practice is endogamy, marriage within the group, and that Christianness is in effect a group-identity into which children are born. The later household codes reinforce this construction of a Christian household, where children are reared in the faith. In 1 Peter 3.1-6 we find one indication that conversion to the Christ-group entails the adoption of a new way of life and bequeaths a certain ancestry which is, however, dependent on displaying a particular pattern of conduct. Moreover, the idea that identity -even ethnic identity -is intrinsically and contingently bound up with the adoption and practice of a way of life is evident in other sources and traditions from the period, not least in Judaism.
We should not, however, hastily and simplistically conclude that early Christian identity 'is' therefore 'ethnic', or that the early Christian groups were 'ethnic groups'; such box-like categorisation is unlikely to be either cogent or illuminating. 80 Indeed, as my opening remarks suggested, it is much more likely that 79 On this latter point, see David G. Horrell, '"Race", "Nation", "People": Ethnic Identity - [Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2009] 73-91 [76 n. 9] ).
Yet there remains the risk that the use of such a list to categorise a group as 'ethnic' (or not) may mean that insufficient attention is paid to the varying ways in which features of identity -ethnic and other -are presented and deployed in different social and discursive contexts: ethnicity, like many other facets of social identity, is a fluid and highly diverse category, often interwoven with other facets of identity, such as religion, culture, language, nationality, and so on. We must attend to each and every distinctive articulation or construction of identity with due consideration for their particularity. 81 The theory of intersectionality is one influential attempt to grasp such interconnections, insofar as they combine to create multiple facets of disadvantage and inequality (especially in the triple combination of race, gender, and class). For an overview of this approach and its application to biblical studies, see Ute E. Eisen, Christine Gerber, and Angela Standhartinger, 'Doing GenderDoing Religion. Zur Frage nach der Intersektionalität in den Bibelwissenschaften. Eine Einleitung', in Ute E. Eisen, Christine Gerber, and Angela Standhartinger (eds), Doing Gender -Doing Religion: Fallstudien zur Intersektionalitӓt im frühen Judentum, Christentum und Islam (WUNT 302;  Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 1-33. 82 Cf. Cornell and Hartman, Ethnicity and Race, 35, quoted above.
If this category distinction -and the broader dichotomy between Jewish ethnicity and Christian openness -is open to serious question, then it remains, finally, to return briefly to the broader issues with which the paper began and to ask why it is that such a distinction is so enduring and attractive to scholars of the New Testament. I can make only brief and tentative suggestions here. One clear implication of distinguishing Judaism as ethnic and Christianity as trans-ethnic is that the latter can then be depicted as providing an overarching, inclusive, tolerant supra-ethnic basis for belonging, within which other identities can nest and continue. This places Christianity in a literally 'superior' category, 'above' Judaism:
Christianity can provide a framework for inclusion, co-existence, and tolerance of diversity in ways that an ethnically particular Judaism (supposedly) cannot. 
